yaqum vs qāma in the conditional context: a relativistic interpretation of the frontier between the prefixed and the suffixed conjugations of the
conditional sentence? Which verbal forms occur in conditional sentences? Which verbal forms are correlated to a specific conditional particle? These questions necessarily bring to other subsequent interrogatives, which make clear that syntax and semantics are intrinsically tied, and that the first is subordinated to the latter: Which conditional particle is to be used in this or in that case? Which is the typical verbal form associated with a certain conditional particle? Which set is originated by the different verbal forms which are used with the same conditional particle?
The first series of questions, being of empiric-formal nature, corresponds to the grammatical investigation for any specific language. The answers to these questions are provided by linguists, or rather by grammarians of that particular language. Questions of the second group cannot be answered without a prior investigation on meaning, that is to say without taking into account the conceptual values of the conditional structures in general, and after that the value of each conditional structure pertaining to a specific language. The second group of questions belongs to the field of logics and semantics, rather than to that of grammar. Nevertheless the grammatical analysis is never complete until the questions of the second group are answered, being these answers the only ones able to explain the results of the syntactic analysis. As a matter of fact, when analysing the conditional structures of the Arabic language, we are compelled to face problems of semantic nature, which are related to the way in which reality is reflected by each single clause of the conditional sentence, and tied to the type of relationship between the two components of a conditional sentence. The conceptual value of different conditional expressions can only be determined after an investigation on these aspects. We are convinced that it is up to the linguists to provide a linguistic answer on these logicsemantic questions.
Which kind of process was developed by the Arab grammatical tradition, with respect to the above fields (syntactic and semantic) and to their mutual relationships, in the investigation of the conditional structures? At a first glance, the study of conditionality does not seem to play an important role in the Arab grammatical tradition, as this was primarily concerned with the syntactic-formal aspects. Nevertheless, when getting closer to this problem, we realise that Sībawayhi and early Arab grammarians, though they do not treat the conditional sentence in its pure theoretical sense, refer to an indirect conceptualisation of conditionality, by means of attributing a prototypical character to particles operate or, in other terms, whether they operate directly on the sharṭ and only indirectly on the jawāb, or directly on both the sharṭ and the jawāb. particular conditional structures. In this respect, a deep difference has to be noticed between the approach of Sībawayhi (d.? 793) and that of any later Arab grammarians.
Sībawayhi, in fact, tried to show the semantic-communicative values of formal linguistic structures, and this due to his conviction that any syntactic variation has its semantic counterpart. As Dévényi 5 remarks:
Later grammarians, contrary to Sībawayhi, were not able and, ‗frankly', did not want, to follow this method which demands great discipline and supposes an overall insight into the basic character of language. They inherited, of course, some general semantic principles (the communicative orientation of Arabic grammar had never ceased to be tangible) from ‗great' generation of eighth-nine century linguists, but on the whole they were mainly interested in syntactic phenomena from normative and pedagogic points of view.
In our opinion, as far as this matter is concerned, it is in virtue of such a syntactic-semantic analysis, reaching the semantic definition of the concept of conditional sentence, that Sībawayhi's system of conditional structures -which actually contemplates only the structure of the type ‗in apocopate, apocopate' -is minimally inclusive compared to later Arab grammarians. This appears to be due to his restrictive judgement, deriving from the selective view by which he evaluates different syntactic solutions on the basis of their semantic value. The semantic value of a specific conditional structure would be in this view checked against the semantic definition of the conditional expression. As a consequence, a certain number of particles are excluded from the set of conditional particles (namely the particle iḏā and the particle law), a certain number of syntactic structures introduced by particles not belonging to the set of conditional particles is excluded from the system of conditional structures, together with verbal forms other than the apocopate.
It has to be outlined that Sībawayhi's approach is not only due to his conception of language, but also to the subsequent conception of linguistics as a science able to describe the relationships between syntax and semantics. In fact, only such a conception of language and linguistics can justify the exclusion, from his system of conditional structures, of all structures other than ‗in apocopate, apocopate'. Conversely, the higher inclusiveness of the systems of conditional structures as contemplated by later Arab grammarians could be explained by the fact that, as reported by Dévényi, 6 they limited themselves to a merely formal treatment of the conditional structures, refraining, in their approach, from that deep comprehension which can reach to the essential character of linguistic expression. The higher inclusiveness of the systems of conditional structures by later Arab grammarians actually represents a loss in descriptive effectiveness and in ‗normative' meaningfulness. Anyhow, despite the fact that Arab grammatical tradition is characterised, from a historical point of view, by a certain variability in the methods used when analysing linguistic data, there is a general agreement on the fact that the essence of the conditional sentences lays in their characteristic of uncertainty: uncertainty about the feasibility of the condition, and, as a consequence, uncertainty about the feasibility of the event subject to that condition.
The different evaluation of conditional sentences with respect to temporal sentences, arises from this very definition of the true conditional expression. As a consequence, an analysis is performed by Arab grammarians on conditions themselves, abstracting from their relation with the conditioned event, with the aim to distinguish conditions which are ‗only possible' (‗uncertain') from the ‗certain' ones (‗possible and necessary', or ‗impossible').
Sībawayhi clearly limits the field of conditional sentences to the case of ‗only possible' conditions, that is to say that he limits the domain of conditional sentences to hypothetical sentences alone. He therefore judges that any sentences arising from a condition which is not ‗uncertain' (‗possible and non-necessary') should not be considered as a proper conditional sentence, being in fact non-hypothetical. This would be the case for those conditions which are introduced by the particle iḏā, and by the particle law.
Sībawayhi's definition of the essence of the conditional expression is in fact as follows: 7 Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb, I-V. ed. ʿAbd al-Salām Muḥammad Hārūn (Cairo: 1973), vol. III, p. 60, line 8. 8 Unripe dates. 9 Uncertain. 10 Sībawayhi, vol. III, p. 60, unripe, will be mature‖, this would be a bad expression?
11
In fact in is always uncertain, like all conditional particles.
12
Such a definition -based on non-formal criteria -of in as proper conditional particle inasmuch as it is hypothetical, in opposition to the temporal character of iḏā, delimits the scope of conditional expression to hypothetical expressions alone.
13
This has its syntactic counterpart in the statement that: -Ḥurūfu al-jazāʾi tajzimu al-afʿāla wa-yanjazimu al-jawābu bi-mā qabla-hu‖.
14 If Arab grammarians did not reach a direct description of the cases of the implication, 15 this, in our opinion, is not due to their unawareness of implication itself, and of its cases, i.e. the type of relation between the condition and the event subject to that condition. We think in fact that they did not provide such a direct definition only because the logic-semantic analysis is already implicit in Sībawayhi's hierarchy of conditional particles and associated verbal forms. The choice of the particle introducing the protasis, and of the verbal forms in the protasis and the apodosis is in fact based on semantic and non-formal criteria.
A confirmation of the ‗possible and non-necessary' i.e. ‗hypothetical' character of the condition is to be found in another passage of al-Kitāb, where Sībawayhi draws a parallel between interrogative, imperative, and conditional expressions.
The term which was most commonly used by Arab grammarians referring to the conditional sentence is jazāʾ (remuneration, compensation, reciprocation), whilst the conditional particles (ḥurūf al-jazāʾ) are those which introduce a conditional sentence (mā yujāzā bi-hi). In Sībawayhi's terminology the protasis is called al-kalām al-awwal (the first clause), while the apodosis is called jawāb al-jazāʾ (answer of the conditional expression) or, more simply, jawāb (answer).
16
The term jazāʾ became, in time, a term indicating the apodosis, sometimes referred to as jawāb and sometimes as jazāʾ 17 (though the two terms 11 It is important to notice here that ātī-ka in iḥmarra al-busru would be a bad expression because of a twofold reason: in is always uncertain whilst iḏā occurs when there is temporal determination, and the semantic characteristic of uncertainty of the expression introduced by in is represented at the morpho-syntactic level by the fact that -Ḥurūfu al-jazāʾi tajzimu al-afʿāla wa-yanjazimu al-jawābu bi-mā qabla-hu‖: Sībawayhi, vol. III, p. 62. 12 Whilst dates sooner or later do necessarily ripen! It's just a question of time. 13 For the particle law, see infra. 14 Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb (ed. Hārūn), vol. III, p. 62. 15 A. Kratzer, Semantik der Rede, Kontexttheorie -Modalwörter -Konditionalsätze (Scriptor, 1978) ; D. K. Lewis, Counterfactuals (Oxford: 1973 [Sībawayhi, vol. III, p. 59, (ed. Būlāq), vol. I, p. 433, line 6] , which he comments in the following way: -alistifhāmu yaʾūlu maʿnā-hu ilā al-jazāʾi wa-laysa bi-ḥadīthin bi-al-ḥaqīqati li-anna al-ḥadītha mā kāna ḫabaran‖ (G. Jahn, Sībawaihi's Buch über die Grammatik, Übersetzt und Erläutert von G. Jahn, Berlin 1894 -95 -rist. Hildesheim 1969 . In fact, Sīrāfī's comment seems to us more generally referred to the fact that both interrogative and conditional expressions would have a non-assertive character, character which is pointed out by Jahn's explanation of -Wa-hiya [ḥurūfu al-istifhāmi] ghayru wājibatin ka-al-jazāʾi‖ [Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb (ed. Hārūn) [and the imperative expression] can be followed by an apodosis and that, when it is followed by an apodosis, the verbal form which appears in such apodosis is apocopated? [note (2) Sīrāfī: That is to say, don't you see that the interrogative expression can be followed by an apodosis and that, when it is followed by an apodosis, the verbal form which appears in such apodosis is apocopated, as well as the imperative expression can be followed by an apodosis and, when it is followed by an apodosis, the verbal form which appears in such apodosis is apocopated? Grammatik, rist. 1969, vol . I, second half, p. 102, note 10) about the fact that both expressions do not carry any truth value (they are neither true, neither false) inasmuch as they are not assertive. that I may go and see him?', it is as if you said ‗Wherever he were, I would go and see him'.)
The whole passage actually consists in the explanation that it is possible that interrogative and imperative utterances carry out the function of protasis of a conditional-hypothetical sentence. What is explained is that the uncertainty of the premise, on which depends the uncertainty of the consequence in a conditional-hypothetical sentence, is either secured by conditional-hypothetical particles (in and similar) which introduce the first utterance, operating at the same time the apocope of the verbal form contained in it, or it is intrinsic to the first utterance being an imperative proposition (ġayr wāqiʿa, Such character of the expression is normally rendered by means of the apocope of the verb, which in the Arabic language is a trait common to conditional-hypothetical sentences and to imperative, jussive, injunctive and prohibitive sentences.
The formal mechanism described by Sībawayhi presents the conditionalhypothetical sentence as a structure of two clauses having ‗possible and non-necessary' (i.e. 29 Sībawayhi, vol. I, p. 99, nota (1) ‗uncertain') character, the first of which is either apocopated or imperative or interrogative (protasis) and the second of which (apodosis) -apocopated -is operated by the protasis. The formal mechanism described by Zamaḫsharī presents instead the conditional sentence -hypothetical and non-hypothetical (which differs from the hypothetical inasmuch as it has a ‗certain' character: i.e. ‗possible and necessary' 36 or ‗impossible') -as a structure of two clauses both of which are directly operated by the conditional particle (respectively in or law).
37
Imperative and interrogative expressions can carry out the function of the protasis of a conditional-hypothetical sentence inasmuch as they are provided of the same ‗uncertain' character of which is provided the protasis of a conditional-hypothetical sentence. They can occupy the place of a sharṭ, they can have the same semantic-syntactic function as a jazm and can thus be followed by a jazm in the same way in which the sharṭ is followed by a jazm. What Sībawayhi states is that the conditional particle (in), operates the apocope of the verb of a proposition transforming it by means of this operation under two respects: the particle transfers to the proposition the same uncertainty of which the particle is provided and at the same time the particle renders the proposition a proposition which can't stand alone (protasis) but must necessarily be followed by another proposition (apodosis), on which the same twofold transformation (i.e. that the second proposition results uncertain and the fact that it is not independent from the first proposition) is operated by means of the apocope of the verb in the second proposition. This last operation 36 The reason for the higher inclusiveness of in-systems introduced by grammarians posterior to Sībawayhi and to Ibn Jinnī is in our opinion due to the fact that they recognised that ‗possibility' is actually included in ‗necessity'. For them, necessary propositions would therefore be ‗possible and necessary'. In the same way, Aristotle initially excluded ‗necessarily true propositions' from the category of ‗possible propositions'. He later corrected his assumption, first in De Interpretatione and then in Analytica priora, and stated that ‗necessity' implies ‗possibility'. Cfr. Giolfo, -in yaqum vs in qāma,", Kervan 3 (2006) . 37 Zamaḫsharī (d. 1144) limits the set of conditional particles to only two elements, in and law, being the latter, for the said reasons, not included in Sībawayhi classification: -in wa-law tadḫulāni ʿalā jumlatayni fatajʿalāni al-ūlā sharṭan wa-al-thāniyata jazāʾan‖ (in and law operate on two sentences, rendering the first ‗condition' and the second ‗consequence'): Zamaḫsharī, Kitāb al-mufaṣṣal fī al-naḥw, ed. J. P. Broch, Christianiae, 1859, quoted in Dévényi: -The treatment of conditional sentences,‖ The Arabist 1 (1988), p. 19. Zamaḫsharī's classification was generally accepted at that time and, despite the criticisms of later grammarians as for his inclusion of law among conditional particles, is still the classification followed nowadays in contemporary grammar.
is operated by the protasis. Both clauses result in being ‗uncertain' and ‗non-independent'. Zamaḫsharī sheds light on the fact that the function of all conditional particles, and not only of hypothetical ones, is that of render two propositions inseparable in a structure which represents the relationship of implication. If the semantic characteristic common to interrogative, imperative and conditional-hypothetical expressions can be summarized by the term ‗uncertainty', the syntactic characteristic common to interrogative and conditional expressions is represented by the fact that both the conditional particle, introducing the protasis of the conditional sentence, and the interrogative particle, which introduces the interrogative sentence, are not particles of conjunction: What, in our opinion, we should read here is that both in the conditional and in the interrogative expression, the conditional particle introducing the conditional expression and the interrogative particle introducing the interrogative expression are not subordinative conjunctions. 39 Sībawayhi, vol. III, p. 59, line 5; (ed. Būlāq), vol. I, p. 433, This translation finds its justification in Sībawayhi's statement: -iḏā qulta ayna takūnu wa-anta tastafhimu falaysa al-fiʿlu bi-ṣilatin li-mā qabla-hu‖ vol. III, p. 59, line 8) . 41 In the proposition introduced by conditional particles, i.e. in the protasis of the conditional sentence. 42 In the proposition introduced by interrogative particles. 43 ‗fa-laysa' is referred to the verb in the protasis of the conditional sentence ‗Ḥaythu-mā takun akun'. In fact, whilst the expression ‗Ayna takūnu?', in the following line, is an interrogative sentence, ‗ḥaythu-mā takun', being only a part of the conditional sentence ‗Ḥaythu-mā takun akun', is not quoted independently of the whole conditional sentence ‗Ḥaythu-mā takun akun'. If what accounted for clarifies in which sense the terminology by which Sībawayhi refers to the apodosis is based on the fact that for Sībawayhi interrogative and conditionalhypothetical expressions have in common 54 a semantic and a syntactic aspect, it also enables to consider that the three sub-domains of linguistic expression -i.e. interrogative, imperative, and conditional-hypothetical -would belong to the common domain of ‗virtuality' (‗virtual domain') as opposed at the same time to the domain of facts (‗factual' domain) and to the domain of subordination (‗conceptual domain'). For Sībawayhi, in is not a conjunction; the apodosis is maʿmūl of the complex in+protasis. For Zamaḫsharī, who does not subvert Sībawayhi's assumptions about the semantic characteristic of conditionalhypothetical sentences, the second maʿmūl is maʿmūl of the maʿmūl of the ʿāmil, thus being itself maʿmūl of the ʿāmil. In other terms, defining the ʿāmil as a binary operator, it is possible to switch to a simpler representation, where both the protasis and the apodosis are 46 The conditional particle. 47 The interrogative particle. 48 The verb ‗to be' refers here to the verb in the protasis of the conditional sentence ‗Ḥaythu-mā takun akun'. 49 That is to say the verb in the interrogative sentence ‗Ayna takūnu?'. 50 The verb in the protasis of the conditional sentence is not ṣila of the conditional particle: the conditional particle is not a particle of conjunction. 51 The verb in the interrogative sentence is not ṣila of the interrogative particle: the interrogative particle is not a particle of conjunction. That is: the verb in the protasis of the conditional sentence is not ṣila of the conditional particle and the verb in the interrogative sentence is not ṣila of the interrogative particle. Therefore: the conditional particle in not a particle of conjunction and the interrogative particle is not a particle of conjunction. such a syntactical description/prescription coincides with his way of representing the implication relatively to conditional-hypothetical sentences. That a verb should be apocopated must actually signify that the proposition which contains it has ‗uncertain' character (otherwise the verbal form would belong to the suffixed conjugation), that it has not an assertive character (otherwise the verbal form would belong to the prefixed conjugation in its marfūʿ variant), that it is not dependent (otherwise the verbal form would belong to the prefixed conjugation in its manṣūb variant), that is to say that either it is independent, or it is not independent and at the same time it is not ṣila.
-li-anna-hu [al-istifhāma] ka-al-amri fī anna-hu ghayru wājibin, wa-anna-hu yurīdu [bi-hi] min al-muḫāṭabi amran
Arab grammarians refer to the conditional particles through a non-uniform terminology, and the list of conditional particles is not the same for all early grammarians.
According to Sībawayhi, 55 -in wa-law tadḫulāni ʿalā jumlatayni fa-tajʿalāni al-ūlā sharṭan wa-al-thāniyata jazāʾan‖ (in and law operate on two sentences, rendering the first ‗condition' and the second ‗consequence'): Zamaḫsharī, Kitāb almufaṣṣal fī al-naḥw, ed. J. P. Broch, Christianiae, 1859, quoted in Dévényi: -The treatment of conditional sentences,‖, The Arabist 1 (1988 classify the conditional particles among other particles under the terminology al-jāzimāt li-al-muḍāriʿ so that they are no more presented as conditional ‗operators' (ʿawāmil), but they are equalised with any formal operator causing the apocope of the verb as, for example, the particle lam for the negative past and the particle lā for the negative form of the imperative.
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In so doing, one could say that they recognised not only ‗one' syntactic behaviour, but also implicitly defined the apocope of the verb as representing ‗one' specific pragmatic-semantic function. It is interesting to see Our analysis of all the occurrences of structures of the type in sharṭ jawāb al-sharṭ in the Koran showed that the 87% is of the type in yaqum yaqum, whilst the type in qāma qāma only covers the remaining 13%. -alfiyya, 2 vol., Cairo, 1965, vol. I p. 22, vol. II pp. 370-371, 372-374, 377, 380, 385. 71 This structure is considered rare by Ibn ʿAqīl. In order to justify its presence in Ibn Mālik's system, he quotes the ḥadīth -man yaqum laylata al-qadri ghufira la-hu mā taqaddama min ḏanbi-hi‖, cfr. Ibn ʿAqīl, Šarḥ ʿalā al-alfiyya, 2 vol., Cairo, 1965, vol. I p. 22, vol. II p. 372 . Fischer): either the perfect, or the apocopate. According to Fischer the order is: apocopate or perfect. As for the value of the perfect and of the apocopate in conditional sentences, according to Wright the perfect represents an action whose occurrence is so certain that it can be considered as already occurred; according to Veccia Vaglieri the perfect in the Arabic hypothetical structures fulfils its function by presenting as completed the facts mentioned in the protasis and in the apodosis; according to Blachère & Gaudefroy- Demombynes it indicates that the speaker considers the idea that he formulates as already realised; according to Fischer it represents the perfective aspect, and according to Corriente in the conditional structures the perfect shows its full aspectual value, that is its perfective aspect indicating a process which becomes real as a whole.
For Wright the jussive following in, or other words having the same sense, has always the meaning of a perfect: he explains that the jussive is used in a protasis depending from in or similar particles, because, when something is presumed or assumed, it is as if an order is issued that this event occurs or happens, and again according to Wright this becomes manifest in the fact that the jussive is used in apodosis depending both on imperative protasis and on conditional ones. As far as the value of the apocopate in conditional sentences is concerned, we remark that only one fact exists which leads to the conclusion that Veccia Vaglieri wished to underline the privileged bond between the apocopate and the conditional structures of the Arabic language: the fact that she inserted the notions on the hypothetical sentence in the chapter concerning the ‗conditional-jussive' mood.
According to Blachère & Gaudefroy-Demombynes the apocopate represents a process whose realisation is uncertain or conditional, and they find in this statement the reason for the use of the apocopate in sentences containing a notion of eventuality or having a hypothetical content, in injunctive or prohibitive sentences, and after lam (not...) and lammā (not yet) with a meaning, in the latter case, of past. If they state that the perfect represents the fact that the speaker considers the eventuality or the hypothesis that he expresses as already realised, the use of the imperfect would be instead tied to the presence of particles which underline ‗uncertainty'. Fischer states that the apocopate has the function of a perfect, both when it is associated with the particle lam or lammā, and when it appears in conditional sentences. Corriente presents the apocopate as the simplest morphologic form of the imperfect, and points out that its uniformity is poor in terms of its 73 The five treatises by leading European grammarians which we have examined are mentioned in note 3. For a more detailed treatment see Giolfo, M. E. B. -Le strutture condizionali dell'arabo classico nella tradizione grammaticale araba e nella tradizione grammaticale europea‖, Kervan 2 (2005). semantic-syntactic content, being the apocopate required by some negative particles which give to it (like lam) the sense of the perfect (which according to Corriente is synchronically unjustified) or by others which give to it (like lā) a prohibitive meaning, or by conjunctions like li-for the jussive or the exhortative, as well as it can be required for conditional structures.
Both Wright and Fischer speak of ‗protasis' and ‗apodosis' according to the classical terminology which refers to the apodosis as to the main clause, and to the protasis as to the subordinate clause. Veccia Vaglieri conceives the ‗condition' as a subordinate sentence, and the ‗answer' as a main sentence. Only Blachère & Gaudefroy-Demombynes treat the conditional structures in a special chapter, dedicated to the ‗double sentence', in which the two clauses which form the sentence are not seen in a relationship of subordination, nor in a mere relationship of juxtaposition, as it is their particular relationship which renders the exact scope of the expression. Corriente underlines that the situation is not simply that one clause is subordinate to a main one, but that a clause (condition or protasis), which should be, in principle, the subordinate, can affect the other one (apodosis or conditioned clause), which in turns should be the main clause, though generally following the protasis in this interrelation.
According to Wright in is the conditional particle introducing possible hypothesis, and law the particle introducing impossible hypothesis. According to Veccia Vaglieri, the two main conjunctions translating ‗if' are in and law. The difference between them is that in is used for a real or possible hypothesis, while law is used for the unreal one, i.e. opposite to reality. Also Blachère & Gaudefroy-Demombynes distinguish between the ‗double sentence' ‗hypothétique réalisable', introduced by in, and the ‗double sentence' ‗hypothétique irréalisable', introduced by law. Fischer distinguishes between two kinds of conditional sentence: the real conditional sentence and the unreal conditional sentence. In (wenn) introduces the real conditional sentences, law introduces the potential and unreal conditional sentences.
Corriente states that the real affirmative conditional sentence is introduced by in (if), while the unreal conditional sentence is introduced by law.
As far as the structure of the type in sharṭ jawāb al-sharṭ is taken into consideration, if yaqum yaqum is indeed the only combination shared by early Arab grammarians, nevertheless their systems do also include qāma forms. Ibn ʿAqīl 74 (d. 1367) lists all possible combinations of verbal forms, which generate four different structures. The English translation below each different structure is meant to shows that it is still problematic to 74 Ibn ʿAqīl, Šarḥ ʿalā al-alfiyya, 2 vols, Cairo:1965. disclose the semantic differences between the different verbal combinations, whose existence seem to be implicit in Sībawayhi's principle that any syntactic variation has its semantic counterpart. In order to find the key to disclose the different semantic interpretations which must be underlying the different morpho-syntactic structures of the system, we looked at how the early Arab tradition represented the system over the centuries. It is evident that the tables representing the verbal forms combinations considered by Arab grammarians, in virtue of the prototypical position of the structure in yaqum yaqum, appear as variations, in some cases more inclusive -and in some others less inclusive -of the combination(s) allowed by Sībawayhi. One important fact is that the existence of variation in terms of higher/lower inclusiveness of the system actually proves the existence of a semantic differentiation among structures generated by different verbal forms combinations. What is also evident is a sequence from earlier systems to later systems which ranges from lower inclusiveness to higher inclusiveness in terms of admitted verbal form combinations. In our opinion, the answer to the question ‗what are the semantic differences within the four structures listed by Ibn ʿAqīl?' consists in the answer to the question ‗How is the lower and higher inclusiveness of verbal forms combinations justified within the history of this particular system in early Arab grammatical tradition?'. An answer may be provided by a modal interpretation of the opposition between yaqum and qāma verbal forms within the conditional context.
Our position takes distance from the Semitistic paradigm which states that the Arabic jussive is nothing but the old proto-Semitic perfect *yíqtVl, 75 which would clearly cancel all possibilities of semantic differentiation among verbal forms combinations within the conditional system introduced by in. propositions in which appears a qāma form would be possible although necessary and, although non-hypothetical, they could be part of a conditional sentence.
The frontier between yaqum and qāma verbal forms within the system of conditional structures introduced by in appears then as a frontier between ‗uncertainty' (‗possible and non-necessary' propositions = ‗contingent' propositions) and ‗certainty' (‗possible and necessary' propositions = ‗necessary' propositions). Only ‗contingent' propositions would contain a yaqum form.
As an example of how ‗necessary' propositions could be part of a conditional sentence introduced by in, we would like to quote one conditional sentence taken from that 13% of the occurrences of in sharṭ jawāb al-sharṭ structures in the Koran in which the structure is in qāma qāma, whilst in the remaining 87% of the occurrences of in sharṭ jawāb al-sharṭ structures in the Koran the structure is in yaqum yaqum: 3/144 Wa-mā Muḥammadun illā rasūlun qad ḫālat min qabli-hi al-rusulu a-fa-in māta aw qutila inqalabtum ʿalā aʿqābi-kum (And Muḥammad is no more than an apostle; the apostles have already passed away before him; if he dies or is killed, will you turn back upon your heels?). We understand this Koranic verse as follows: If Muḥammad dies (māta) or is killed (qutila) -and he will necessarily/certainly die or be killed as he is no more than an apostle like those who have already passed away before him -will you necessarily/certainly turn back (inqalabtum) upon 78 He erroneously (cfr. J Łukasiewicz, Modal Logic, Warzawa: Polish Scientific Publishers, 1970, p. 26) your heels? (Would this certainty be enough for you to turn back upon your heels?). This reading would explain the presence of qāma form both in the protasis and in the apodosis.
If the frontier between yaqum and qāma verbal forms within the system of conditional structures introduced by in is interpreted as the frontier between the ‗uncertainty' of yaqum forms appearing in contingent propositions as opposed to the certainty of qāma forms appearing in necessary propositions, the frontier between yaqum and qāma verbal forms within the whole conditional context of the Arabic language appears then as a frontier between ‗uncertainty' and ‗certainty' which separates contingent propositions at the same time from necessary propositions, and from impossible propositions. For some of them law would be a particle introducing an impossible ‗condition': they do not specify anything about the ‗consequence'.
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For others law would introduce an impossible ‗condition' and an impossible ‗consequence', being a particle indicating the impossibility of something as caused by the impossibility of something else -ḥarfu imtināʿin li-imtināʿi ġayri-hi‖. 84 Ibn Hishām (m. 1360), however, points out that there are examples of expressions introduced by law in which the condition is impossible, but the consequence is necessary as it exists independently of the existence of 80 Sībawayhi, ed. Hārūn, vol. IV, p. 224 Dévényi's analysis (1988) of conditionality in the Arabic grammatical tradition. She remarks on the fact that within this tradition the particle law is not regarded as a conditional particle. Now, in traditional Western grammars law is always mentioned on a par with the particle in, both of them having a conditional meaning. Westerns grammarians distinguish between the two particles by stating that in indicates real conditions, whereas law indicates irreal conditions. Both particles are categorized as conjunctions‖. 82 Cfr. Ibn Hishām, Mughnī al-labīb ʿan kutub al-aʿārīb, ed. Māzin al-Mubārak, Muḥammad ʿAlī Ḥamd Allāh, Saʿīd al-Afghānī, Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 1969, II, p. 283 and following. 83 For example Ibn Hishām, ibid.; Versteegh remarks that -He himself, however, does not believe that law indicates the impossibility of both parts of the conditional sentence, and he refutes their theory with an argument derived from logic: if both condition and conclusion are false, the opposite of both must be true (thābit), and in many instances this is not the case‖: Versteegh (1991: 83 86 and is not restricted to the cause-effect relation between the condition and the consequence. Sībawayhi's definition is in fact compatible both with impossible conditions and impossible consequences, and with impossible conditions and necessary consequences.
What is relevant for our hypothesis is that in all cases the condition is ‗certain' and the consequence is ‗certain'. Law introduces impossible conditions (always false and therefore certain), to which are associated impossible consequences (always false and therefore certain) or necessary consequences (always true and therefore certain). Once accepted that only uncertainty (i.e. the ‗non-necessary' character of the proposition) is associated with the apocopate, 87 it becomes clear why the apocopate cannot appear neither in the protasis neither in the apodosis of sentences introduced by law. It appears at this point also evident that the apocopated verbal form cannot be associated with iḏā, being iḏā not mubhama (uncertain).
As for the verbal system of the Arabic language, along with Massignon, who affirms that the perfect and imperfect represent, outside our tenses, the degree of realisation of the action, 88 it appears to us that the entire verbal system of the Arabic language, made up of the prefixed conjugation and by the triplet of the prefixed conjugation, can be interpreted -within the different linguistic pragmatic contexts -basing on Sībawayhi's opposition ‗certainty vs uncertainty' (in Massignon's terms ‗reality vs irreality').
Our hypothesis is that verbal expressions which represent present or future facts as uncompleted actions clearly have an uncertain character, however, we must recognise that their uncertainty is different from the uncertainty of verbal expressions which represent uncompleted actions whose reality is complementary 89 to the reality of other actions on which they depend and to which they are subordinate. These two kinds of uncertainty (‗factual uncertainty' and ‗conceptual uncertainty') would be represented respectively by the prefixed conjugation variant-u and by the prefixed conjugation variant-a.
Verbal expressions representing uncompleted actions belonging to the ‗factual domain' have an assertive character, are independent and are not introduced by any particle.
Verbal expressions representing uncompleted actions belonging to the ‗conceptual domain' 90 have non-assertive character, are subordinate, and are introduced by a subordinative conjunction.
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There are then verbal forms -like jussive, prohibitive, negative, and imperative verbal forms -which have a non-assertive character, are nondependent, and can be introduced or not by some particles. The domain to which these latter belong can be defined as ‗virtual'.
The three domains -factual, conceptual, and virtual -contain expressions that range from the lowest degree of uncertainty (‗factual uncertainty') to the highest degree of uncertainty (‗virtual uncertainty'). Viewed from this angle, the verbal system of the Arabic language would represent ‗certainty' (suffixed conjugation) as opposed to three different kind of ‗uncertainty' (yafʿal-u vs yafʿal-a/-ø). Verbal forms contained in the conditionalhypothetical structure (i.e. in yaqum yaqum), representing ‗contingent' propositions, would have the maximum degree of uncertainty.
As for the optative expressions (positive or negative), the suffixed verbal form by means of which they are construed would express ‗certainty'. It is in fact the certainty of faith included in such expression as ‗raḥima-hu Allah' that psychologically differentiates optative propositions from suppositions and hypotheses; if not in faith, the psychological ‗certainty' has to be found in one's expectations. 92 Finally, as for the negative context, our opinion is that it should be distinguished in two domains. The domain of the ‗external' negation being represented by the metanegation mā faʿala of a suffixed form faʿala or by the metanegation mā yafʿalu of a prefixed form yafʿalu, where faʿala and yafʿalu are positive predicates and mā is a modal operator assigning to the proposition a ‗truth value' indicating the relation of the proposition to truth. When the modal operator mā is applied to propositions of the language, like ‗faʿala' and ‗yafʿalu', it generates the propositions of the metalanguage mā faʿala (it is not true that faʿala) and mā yafʿalu (it is not true that yafʿalu). 93 If we eliminate the negation, we find the positive predicate of the language to which the metanegation is applied (faʿala or yafʿalu). The other domain is the domain of the internal negation, in which predicates are negative predicates. Being all equally ‗uncertain' in the sense that they are ‗unrealised' -with the only exception of optative ones which are seen as if they were ‗realised' -all negative predicates are construed with yafʿal-forms: lam yafʿal is the internal negation of faʿala, lā yafʿalu is the internal negation of yafʿalu, lan yafʿala is the internal negation of sawfa/sa-yafʿalu, lā yafʿala is the internal negation of yafʿala, lā yafʿal/tafʿal is the internal negation of yafʿal 94 /ifʿal.
